SOME ADAPTED FRAGMENTS OF SEVERAL 
CORRESPONDENCE EXCHANGES V (Part III): On 
democracy and capitalism. ' 


E.P.: There was also a discussion in your book about democracy. Your mention of 
democracy in the book is in a different context and I agree with what you say in the 
book. But I would like to say something about democracy from a different perspective. 
You say in the book that defending democracy as a value is not only a philosophical but 
also a practical error.” I should clarify first what I understand about democracy. By 
democracy I understand one of the management methods of the complex societies; 
whether it is that of representative democracies of the techno-industrial societies or that 
of the “direct democracies” of the some ancient Greek city-states. The “self- 
management” of the nomadic hunter-gatherer societies (each member of the community 
has a say about the decisions which are related to the whole of the community) can not 
be compared with the democratic management methods of complex civilized societies. 
The management practices of these complex societies are shaped by their extent and 
complexity. As long as techno-industrial system exists, what we will have is a large, 
complex society and the decisions that need to be taken in this society will have to be 
taken by bureaucratic ways in one form or another. And representative democracy is 
one of the forms of the possible bureaucratic management methods. Democratic 
socialists, situationists, anarchists and other anti-Stalinist leftists seem to believe that, it 
is somehow possible to apply direct democracy in modern complex societies. This is 
simply ridiculous. They see Greek city-states which used “direct democracy” as a 
management method as an ideal. But this form of society is also totally contrary to the 
values of wild Nature. Therefore it is certainly the case that a movement against techno- 
industrial system shouldn’t defend democracy. 


U.R.: Regarding the philosophical or theoretical reasons for not defending democracy I 
referred to in Con Amigos..., I despise any of the meanings of the term “democracy”: 
the use of vote to elect rulers and leaders; the use of vote to make decisions collectively 
(e.g., referenda); the general acknowledgement of the so-called rights and “freedoms” 
(human rights, civil freedoms, state of law and rule according to higher law, 
constitutionalism, etc.) by the state; the use of the term “democracy” as a void buzzword 
to adorn opportunistic political rhetorics and to cajole masses; etcetera. Or, as it usually 
happens, any mix of some of these meanings. 


Of course that “The ‘self-management’ of the nomadic hunter-gatherer societies (each 
member of the community has a saying about the decisions which are related to the 
whole of the community) can not be compared with the democratic management 
methods of complex civilized societies”. To call this primitive social structure 
“democratic”, relating it somehow with any of the above mentioned meanings, is an 
insult to it and to our nature. If only because the civilized ways of government that 





! Adaptation of the exchange between E.P. and U.R. from February 1, 2020 to February 25, 
2020. Original letters were written in English. © Copyright 2020, Ultimo Reducto, for the 
fragments originally written by U.R. 

> “Y asumir la democracia como un valor que defender (como evidenmente hacen J.R.H. y sus 
Amigos) es un grave error, no ya filosófico, sino práctico”, page 330. [English translation: “And 
to assume democracy as a value to be defended (as evidently J.R.H. and his friends do) is a 
serious error, not only philosophical, but practical”]. Note added later for this post. 


usually are called “democratic” (being either ancient Greek direct democracy? or 
modern representative parliamentary democracy; or any other of the leftist or humanist, 
so-called democratic, utopian brainchilds based on them) have nothing to do with the 
way humans naturally tend to organize themselves, to manage their affairs and to 
function in very small independent groups if they are allowed to act autonomously." 





? By the way, humanists are too fond of taking as reference or even idealizing the so-called 
Ancient Greek cultural, social and political achievements. But they frequently fail in taking into 
account that most part of the members (e.g., women, craftsmen, aliens or slaves) in the so much 
praised “directly democratic” ancient Greek society were regarded at best as second-class 
citizens and at worst as non-citizens (or even as non-humans) at all, and weren’t allowed to 
participate in the so much praised “directly democratic” decision making. These humanists 
consistently overlook that such society was materially founded on the work of slaves and non- 
citizens (the majority of the population). They intentionally ignore the fact that, in order to some 
of its prime-class members had abundant leisure time for developing fine arts, philosophy, 
democracy and the rest of the sophisticated surrogate activities and trivial civilized 
achievements that are so much cherished and exalted by humanists, those second-class citizens 
and non-citizens had to actually work carrying out the physical tasks necessary for producing 
enough material surpluses to keep the “creative” but unproductive prime-class citizens alive and 
their “democratic” society functioning. And, in exchange, these in practice good-for-nothing 
prime-class citizens despised the manual, materially necessary and mundane work of those 
workers for not being “spiritual” and noble enough. 

So one can see what kind of people those humanists who exalt ancient Greek society and 
cultural achievements are, and which their values actually are. 

Even some humanistic “critics of technology” (like Jacques Ellul or David Skrbina) usually give 
a version of this idiotic and snobbish idealization of ancient Greeks saying that they managed to 
remain a quite technologically underdeveloped society because they despised manual, mundane 
and materially practical tasks. According to these modern intellectuals, ancient Greeks 
voluntarily rejected to further develop machines to do the physical work that was needed to be 
done in their age and they managed to remain a relatively quite low-technological society 
mainly or merely by the power of their will and ideology. The reality is much more simple and 
less idealistic or lofty: they had slaves that do efficiently such work for them, so they virtually 
didn’t need to further develop or use many machines or other technological devices. 

4 I have to point out, however, that even in nomadic hunter-gatherer primitive societies 
sometimes this “self-management” you mention is absent and cases of authoritarianism emerge. 
And sometimes, even though being very primitive and simple, a society can be quite oppressive 
to some individuals. (See for example, Elizabeth Marshall Thomas, The Harmless People, 
Epilogue “The Bushmen in 1989”, Second Vintage Books Edition, New York: Random House, 
1989, pages 286-287, for a clear example of oppression by the majority over an individual 
among Bushmen. And, Robert Edgerton, Sick Societies: Challenging the Myth of Primitive 
Harmony, New York: Free Press, 1992, page 88, for cases of authoritarian rule of minorities in 
small nomadic hunter-gatherer groups). And, even letting this cases apart, and notwithstanding 
what politically correct anthropologists’ and primitivists’ idealizations state, every primitive 
society had some kind and degree of hierarchies, leaders, authorities, social coercion, 
indoctrination, non-written rules and laws, imposition of morality, etc. If there is a society, even 
being it very small and simple, then there are at least some restrictions to some aspects of 
individual freedom (i.e., autonomy). And being humans social animals, there is always 
necessary some kind of society. 

Again, primitive nomadic hunter-gatherer society is the least bad of all the possible human 
societies, the kind of society in which humans can be the most autonomous (free); but it is not 
perfect (no society can be). 
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Even the original meaning of the very term “democracy”: “people’s government”, is 
misleading”, because, in any form of government, there are always some people who are 
put aside when making decisions; even in the most democratic civilized societies, 
however much honestly and correctly the democratic method is applied in them. In a big 
society, it is impossible to seriously and satisfactorily take into account the opinion of 
all its members each time that a decision has to be made. Even in small societies, where 
in principle this could be done, it is unpractical to act this way (it would imply a too 
slow and complicated process, which even when a satisfactory agreement could be 
eventually reached, many times couldn’t provide results in time when needed; not to 
speak of the many cases when it is simply impossible to reach an agreement). So 
always, in practice, in any social group, be it big or small, most of the decisions have to 
be eventually made and imposed by only a part of its members, disregarding partly or 
completely the opinions of some other members of the group’. And this part of the 
group whose opinion has been ignored is going to be more or less discontent always (a 
potential source of social problems). There is no utterly satisfactory solution to this 
problem. But those who defend and idealize democracy usually overlook this problem 
and too often present democracy as a satisfactory and ideal solution. 


In short, the important trait regarding the social organization and functioning of a small 
social group is not so much if it is or can be called democratic (whatever this term 
means) but that its members can actually and strongly influence on the decision making 
in this group, either by making the decisions themselves or by directly influencing and 
being seriously taken into account by those who effectively make the decisions (i.e., 
leaders or chiefs). And, though this can hardly ever be completely and satisfactorily 
achieved by all the members of the group, the smaller and the simpler the group the 
better it can work. In societies bigger and more complex than just very small social 
groups, this is simply materially impossible, however much democratic they pretend to 
be. 


In order to try to overcome (but not to solve) this intrinsic problem, the democratic way 
of decision making is based on vote. But, even when this method of making decisions is 
honestly and correctly applied, it is always based on the ad populum logical fallacy. 
Namely: the false belief in that what the majority of people want, do, say and think is 
the truth, the best thing to do and/or the best reference to make decisions or judgements, 
which to any really intelligent person is obviously a stupid belief. To assume and defend 
the ad populum fallacy, either defending the vote or otherwise, is always just to follow 


` Something that some have used in order to call “democratic” even some openly and extremely 
authoritarian forms of government that have actually nothing to do with the conventional 
meaning and use of the term. For example, some communist dictatorial governments are very 
fond of using the adjective “democratic” to name their countries. And communists often speak 
of “popular democracy” to refer to authoritarian communist governments. 

° The only exception to this is when decisions are made by consensus or unanimity (that is, 
when all the members of the group agree completely about a given matter). But these cases are 
quite rare among humans, even in small groups and after long, difficult and unpractical 
processes of debate. And of course they are virtually inexistent in large social groups (that 
which is usually deceptively called “consensus” in larger social groups is at best the opinion of 
just a great majority of people in such groups, but never of all of them). 

’ Leaving aside that in very small social groups with big uninhabited territories around them, 
dissenting individuals or subgroups can even abandon the group and go on their own way when 
they disagree with the way of functioning in this social group and can’t effectively and 
satisfactorily alter it. This is something much more difficult or even impossible to achieve in 
societies with more densely populated territories. 


and uncritically applaud the herd, the mass, even if it jumps off a cliff. Yet, regarding 
democracy and vote, almost everybody assumes it, not only uncritically but gladly. 


Another problem, closely related with the above (the disregarding of part of the people 
in the decision making process and the ad populum fallacy), is that the vote method 
always implies, to some extent, the dictatorship of the majority over minorities. Even if 
some compensation methods are applied (e.g., to give more value to the vote of some 
minority voters), they always imply further problems. 


And even another intrinsic problem of the vote method is that the bigger the social 
group the more diluted gets the already little power (i.e., the real influence and degree of 
participation in the decision made through the vote) that each voter has. In very large 
societies, like the modern ones, this power actually amounts almost to zero (one divided 
by millions). This, assuming that at least one of the options you can chose in the 
elections or referenda is actually satisfactory. Usually, to many people, none of them is, 
so they have to choose between to vote to some unsatisfactory option and blank vote; or 
abstention. And these two latter options (blank vote and abstention) imply their own 
problems and are far from ideal and satisfactory too. 


And of course, there is also the problem of that in a representative democracy, even 
though its stated principle is the vote (i.e., ad populum fallacy and the dictatorship of 
majority), in practice usually it is not even the rule of majority, but only the rule of 
some powerful minorities. But, though this problem is indeed typically pointed out by 
many people, it is not an intrinsic problem of democracy in general, but only of some 
kinds of democracy (like modern technoindustrial societies’ representative democracy), 
so it is not actually a criticism of democracy per se. It would be actually at best a 
distraction: to question what is unimportant (oligarchy disguised as democracy) and to 
leave what is important unquestioned (democracy per se). And at worst, it is typically a 
hypocritical reaction of some defeated people, produced by their incapacity of winning 
in a suffrage (most of them wouldn’t protest if their option had won in the elections, 
even though it likewise represented the interests of a minority, and will gladly impose 
their own opinion even through antidemocratic means, if they could). 


So, given that democracy is never a completely satisfactory solution to the problem of 
collective decision making, especially in big societies, democratic ideals are always put 
aside to some degree, in the last analysis and in practice, and decisions end up being 
made and imposed (or contested and fought) through non-democratic or anti-democratic 
means. And it can’t be otherwise. So to defend democracy as an ideal is utopian and 
even dishonest (misleading, (self-)deceiving). 


In my opinion, thus, is not worth theorizing or discussing about democracy or giving it 
much importance. Here I have said the above only to make explicitly clear the 
theoretical or philosophical reasons I referred to in the book. 


More concretely, more related to the issues we are discussing, and more useful for the 
task of combating the technoindustrial system, there are two very important practical 
reasons not to assume and defend (or even suggest) democracy as a value/goal: 


(1) The goal of those who actually want to combat technoindustrial society shouldn’t 
be to attain a (more) democratic society (whatever this means). Thus to invest their 
efforts, resources and time in defending and pursuing any kind of democracy would 
be to waste them, to deflect them from the only important goal: to eliminate the 
technoindustrial system. To focus one’s (and public’s) attention on democracy (for 
example, discussing whether technoindustrial society and modern technology can 


be democratic or not), is to focus attention on an unimportant, subsidiary issue. 
Thus, democracy deflects attention from what is really important, acting as a red 
herring. This way one can end up focusing on combating contingent or secondary 
aspects of technoindustrial society (or even issues completely unrelated with it) 
instead of focusing on attacking the primary, inherent, fundamental aspects of it, 
which in fact are left unquestioned. And these kinds of distractions are precisely 
what the system needs to maintain people in check and to keep on functioning and 
growing without hindrances. 


Or in other words: democracy is part of the structural (i.e., organizational) level of 
society; it is just a form of government. Thus it is not a determinant factor in the 
functioning and course of development of a society. What determines these are 
infrastructural factors (access to matter and energy, technology, demography, 
ecology, etc.), so if one wants to make a really substantial change in the course of 
development and in the functioning of a society (like for example, to utterly stop 
them or even reverse them as much as possible) one shouldn’t focus his attention 
and efforts on changing or influencing the form of government of the society nor 
any other structural aspect of it, but on deeply affecting the infrastructure (for 
example, destroying or disabling it). To focus our attention on changing the 
structure (e.g., on democracy) would be at best futile for that end of destroying the 
technoindustrial system; and at worst, even useful for this system 


(2)To focus the attention on democracy (for example, discussing whether 
technoindustrial society is/can be democratic or not), attracts those people (leftist 
liberals, democratic socialists, and the like) who usually put too much importance 
on it. And these people would hinder the practical functioning of a movement with 
their scruples about anti-democratic ways of action and organization. Whenever a 
fast, urgent, emphatic and clear-cut decision has to be made (and this would be 
much probably the case regarding many of the decisions and activities in a 
movement against technoindustrial society), they instead probably will engage into 
an unnecessary, slow and complicated process of discussion, dialogue, vote, 
attempts to attain consensus, and the like. Whenever decisions have to be as 
rapidly and clearly made as possible in order to effectively carry out a task, a 
completely democratic way of organization and action will be highly ineffective or 
even counterproductive. The more (directly) democratic (i.e., the more respectful 
with inner plural stances and opinions, the less strong and determined its 
leadership, the more based on rational persuasion, etc.) the organization and 
functioning of a group, the less efficient they will be in practice (unless such a 
group is a mere philosophical debate society). To a movement against 
tecnoindustrial society, the most important thing should be to be effective in 
pursuing its goal: the elimination of technoindustrial society; not to be democratic. 
If democratic ways of organization and functioning are a hindrance to its proper 
(i.e., efficient) functioning, the movement should ignore them. 





8 “Democratic” methods of operating into a group (in the sense of non-hierarchical, pluralistic, 
undefined, anarchistic, “horizontal”, down-to-top, etc. organizational and operational methods, 
which is the sense that many leftists, like LAL, seem to refer to) tend to be slower and more 
complicated to apply than other not-so-democratic ways of decision making (i.e., clearly 
defined leadership, authority, hierarchy and “vertical” internal organizational structure and 
operational methods), and those methods even facilitate that dispersion and inner disputes end 
up entrenching in the group, rendering it uncoordinated, non-cohesive and ineffective in 
practice. 


Finally, notwithstanding my rejection of democracy, I also reject any other form of 
large scale government and social organization, and of course, I don’t regard desirable 
any form of dictatorship or tyranny, being it applied at small or at large scale. What I 
just wanted to point out here is that some kind and degree of authority, hierarchy, 
discipline, obedience and imposition (what many democracy advocates would call 
undemocratic or anti-democratic behaviours) are necessary and unavoidable in any 
human functional group, and that they should be even more necessary in the case of a 
movement against technoindustrial society if it is to be efficient. Just likewise it would 
be necessary the use of modern technology to some extent in order to efficiently combat 
technoindustrial society. 


E.P.: With the word democracy it is also implied nowadays some legal phenomena 
(freedom of speech, equality before law, property rights, separation of powers, right to 
a fair trial, etc.), and according to the extent of the applicability of those phenomena, 
countries are classified as democratic or authoritarian. Even if those rights are present 
nominally in most of the states today, the real applicability of those rights and the 
possibility of an average citizen to entertain those rights are quite different between the 
countries of Western Europe/North America and countries like China, Russia or Turkey. 
In the latter cases, states are much more despotic and those rights are part of the 
judiciary system only nominally, and these states can suppress more effectively the 
dissemination of the ideas that they see as dangerous and they can eliminate the 
defenders of those ideas with impunity. (Arbitrary imprisonment, extra-judicial killings, 
etc.) For some cases it might be argued that the countries which have authoritarian 
state structures have much less ability to track and evaluate the potential dangerous 
leanings of their citizenry, their law enforcement institutions aren’t very effective and 
independently of their effectiveness they are busy with another problems. But I don’t 
think that is the case for China or Russia, countries in which a movement against 
techno-industrial system should organize. 


I totally agree with you that a movement against techno-industrial society should 
remain strictly legal for tactical purposes. But even if it remains legal and be very strict 
about it, in a hypothetical situation that it becomes powerful enough to pose a danger to 
functioning of the society or at least the states begin to see the movement as a potential 
danger for themselves, in this case it might be more difficult or even impossible to 
sustain its activities in countries which have more authoritarian state structures. In 
countries in which those “democratic” rights have more genuine applicability it would 
be easier to propagate the ideas against techno-industrial society and creating the first 
nuclei of the movement. But authoritarian countries can make it impossible to spread 
the ideas against techno-industrial society and they can destroy the first nuclei of the 
movement. In which of the following countries it would be easier to organize a 
movement; in United States/EU countries or in Russia/China? 


And when I am talking here about the relative easiness of organizing a movement in 
democratic countries, I am talking only about making the first steps, propagation of the 
ideas and creating the first nuclei of the movement. Because even the more 
“democratic” countries would most probably set aside their democratic pretensions 
when they feel they are in danger. But the authoritarian societies might prevent even the 
creation of a first nucleus and crash the movement in its beginnings. 


In this context I should also say something about the thesis of Smelser, which Kaczynski 
is also sharing and mentions in some of his writings. According to this thesis, autocratic 
societies are more vulnerable to a “revolutionary” upheaval. Because of their rigidity, 
they don’t allow the grievances to express themselves in appropriate channels inside the 


current political system, and because of this, these grievances germinate under the 
visible veneer of “stability. ” But at some point, the suppressed grievances explode in a 
burst that is violent enough to destroy the structure (at most) of the authoritarian 
societies.” I think that, with the advancement of the new surveillance technologies, we 
might be entering to anew era in which this thesis is no longer 
correct. Authoritarian societies have now effective means to detect, monitor and 
suppress ideas and attitudes which they see as dangerous. This fact might be creating a 
situation in that authoritarian state structures are becoming more effective in 
preventing a “revolutionary” situation than democratic state structures. In a 
hypothetical situation in which techno-industrial system lose its ability to provide the 
population with its physical necessities, the state structures will also most probably lose 
most of their ability to defend themselves. But if there is no organization that would 
seize this opportunity, this occasion will be lost. 


U.R.: You say: “I totally agree with you that a movement against techno-industrial 
society should remain strictly legal for tactical purposes”, but I have never said exactly 
this. What I say is that at least a significant part of such a movement, if not the entire 
movement, should remain strictly legal (1.e., it neither should use violent or destructive 
methods nor openly defend them)'° for tactical-strategical purposes, at least to some 
point or stage of the development of this movement. Illegal action probably will be 
necessary or unavoidable at some point of the development of the movement (though it 
most probably won’t be necessary or even will be tactically counterproductive in the 
first stages of such development, when the movement haven’t still emerged and 
organized itself —like nowadays- or even when though it has emerged and begun to 
organize itself it is still not strong enough). Once the movement is well organized and 
developed, and is strong and powerful enough to begin massively destroying or 
otherwise neutralizing the infrastructure of the technoindustrial system with a 
substantial chance of success and without implying the movement’s suicide, and once 
the system is weak enough because of some serious crisis, the movement probably 
should use illegal methods, and it should use them at a large scale and with huge 
intensity (nothing similar to the petty violent actions usually known as terrorism or 
sabotage to date). But before this point (i.e., before these two conditions —a strong 
enough movement and a weak enough technoindustrial system- are met), illegal 
activities could be counterproductive or even a suicide (they would attract undesirables 
and low quality people and they would unnecessarily provoke strong reactions against 
the movement not only in most people, but especially in the very system’s self-defence 
apparatuses, which could compromise the survival of a not strong enough movement). 
Some people could think that part of the movement could carry out some clandestine 
small scale illegal actions even before this point. And maybe it could be necessary or 
useful in some very particular cases, who knows? But before taking this risky step, one 
should sincerely and seriously ask himself: “For what? What would be the gains and 
what the losses? Would this kind of activities help the movement to get stronger or 





? Smelser, Theory of Collective Behavior, The Free Press 1968, page 319, in Section “Structural 
Conduciveness.” 

1 Here I assume that by “illegal” you, like most people, are referring to violent and destructive 
actions (such as terrorism or sabotage), and I am going to answer accordingly, leaving aside 
other non-violent and non-destructive illegal activities like civil disobedience, non-violent 
unauthorized protests, and the like. Here I won’t go into the discussion about the efficiency and 
convenience of these latter non-violent/non-destructive illegal methods for the fight against 
technoindustrial society. 


would they weaken it? Would they help the movement to advance toward the goal of 
destroying the technoindustrial system or would they hinder or even reverse such 
advance? Are we mainly and rationally assessing objective and practical reasons for 
using illegal methods or are we letting subjective emotions to influence the decision?” 
And, I’m afraid that most people who usually propose and choose this kind of 
potentially premature actions tend not to ask and answer themselves those questions, 
neither sincerely enough nor seriously enough. Anyway, even in such a case, a 
significant part of the movement should remain strictly legal. And, in my opinion, this 
part should be the one who leads the movement, who determines its course of action, 
and who instils character to the movement'’, which in turn raises serious problems: 
How the legal part could be effectively coordinated with the illegal part, and vice versa, 
without compromising the survival of the entire movement? Kaczynski says that both, 
the legal part and the illegal one, should be strictly separated, which in practice can be 
understood as that there shouldn’t be any contact between both parts, but then, how will 
they coordinate their actions in order not to hinder or even harm each other? And, how 
is it going to be made sure of that the legal part leads the movement and that the illegal 
part subjects itself to the authority of the former and obeys it (much less without any 
contact between them)? I don’t know. 


Anyway, as I have said elsewhere, these are issues that should be faced when the time 
comes. One has to be minimally aware of them and to have them in mind, of course, 
but, beyond some extent, they aren’t worthwhile further discussing now. 


You say: “[Authoritarian] states can suppress more effectively the dissemination of the 
ideas that they see as dangerous and can eliminate the defender of those ideas with 
impunity. [...A]uthoritarian countries can make it impossible to spread the ideas against 
techno-industrial society and can destroy the first nuclei of the movement [in them]. In 
which of the following countries it would be easier to organize a movement; in United 
States/EU countries or in Russia/China?[...A]uthoritarian societies might prevent even 
the creation of a first nucleus and crash the movement in its beginnings.[...W]ith the 
advancement of the new surveillance technologies, we might be entering to a new era in 
which [the thesis of Smelser] is no longer correct.[...] In a hypothetical situation in 
which techno-industrial system lose its ability to provide the population 


1! The illegal part of the movement probably would tend to be mostly constituted by what we 
could call “men of action”. This kind of people is not as good in thinking as in acting materially. 
They are not much reflective people and they would not be very good or deep in thinking about 
issues that are not directly related with immediate, practical and technical issues. They tend to 
be passionate, bold (even reckless) and they are attracted mainly by practical, direct and 
immediate material action (e.g., activism). But the leaders of a movement against 
technoindustrial society should be able of being and doing much better than this. These leaders 
should deeply feel their values and be convinced of them, and they should be brave and to be 
skilful in solving direct practical issues, of course, but they also should be able to be rational 
and cold, to see beyond the immediate and deeper than to merely solve specific practical issues. 
“Men of action” tend to rush, to overlook some important details and nuances, and to think 
mainly or only about the immediate, neglecting the longer term and the general or abstract 
issues and views. This implies the risk of getting so absorbed by the solution of the most 
immediate urgent practical issues, necessities and tasks that they could end up forgetting or 
disregarding the general and indirect implications of what they do, the long term dangers it 
could bring and even the ultimate reason why they do it, that is, the goal of the movement: to 
destroy the technoindustrial system. This is the reason why it is not advisable to put the 
leadership of the movement in the hands of the “men of action”, or for that matter, of the illegal 
part of the movement. 


with its physical necessities, the state structures will also most probably lose most of 
their ability to defend themselves. But if there is no organization that would seize 
this opportunity, this occasion will be lost.” Yes, probably you are quite right about 
most of this, and this is another difficult problem to overcome. But I can not offer 
hardly any a priori solution or practical insight from here and now. Only these 
questions: What is the alternative? To give up? To abandon? Not even to try? I think 
that if there is the possibility that a serious non-leftist movement against 
technoindustrial society for the sake of wild Nature emerges in countries like China or 
Russia it should be carried out. Probably its members would have to face very different 
conditions and difficulties than the members of similar movements that emerged in 
USA or E.U. Or in Latin America. Or anywhere else. But I think that this problem is not 
unsolvable, and that, anyway, it can’t be said that it is unsolvable before trying. 
However, I don’t know well the conditions in those countries so I can’t say much more 
that is practical about this matter. It falls to the potential members of a movement 
against tecnoindustrial society in those countries to face this problem and to try to 
overcome it. 


Anyway, regarding the thesis that “autocratic societies are more vulnerable to a 
‘revolutionary’ upheaval [..., because] they don’t allow the grievances to express 
themselves in appropriate channels inside the current political system, and because of 
this, [...] at some point, the suppressed grievances explode in a burst that is violent 
enough to destroy the structure [...] of the authoritarian societies”, it works basically 
when the oppression is so hard that, at some point, even the satisfaction of the most 
basic physical and psychological needs of a significant number of people is impaired by 
it. If not, or until then, most people tend to adapt and to submit to the system, and they 
don’t even try to actually rebel. So as long as any technoindustrial society, be it 
democratic or authoritarian (whatever one means by these terms), supplies its 
population with plenty of the material things necessary to minimally satisfy their most 
basic physical needs and thus to avoid the most obvious physical sufferings (hunger, 
pain, cold, etc.) and with enough powerful artificial substitutes and palliatives that dull 
enough the discomfort produced by the lack of proper satisfaction of their basic 
psychological needs (i.e., to a degree that, though not completely satisfying, avoids the 
most serious psychological disorders and suffering), most people will not actually 


12 Th fact, I do know something about Russia at first hand, and it seems to me that, in many 
cases, at comparable material conditions and status, many Russian people are often much less 
controlled by the system than American or Western European people. At least to date. Yes, 
there you can’t openly oppose to Putin without risking to be repressed, but beyond this, you can 
do much more things more easily than in other more democratic countries. Especially the kind 
of things that are really important, that is, those that really satisfy our basic natural needs and 
are life-and-death issues. So the solution for beginning a movement against technoindustrial 
society, at least in Russia, could have to do with avoiding enter the conventional political arena, 
openly criticize government, or debate about conventional politics (parties, candidates, rulers, 
etc.) and, instead, it could have to do with developing the “political” activities of the movement 
inconspicuously through other ways, at other levels and in other fields (which are much more 
important, by the way). In fact, a movement against technoindustrial society, in principle, is not 
a political movement (in the conventional meaning of “political”), because its goal is neither to 
participate in the conventional political system nor to get to the government for managing 
society; so perhaps it shouldn’t be so difficult to avoid the most obvious risk of political 
repression. At least in the beginning. 


rebel.” Anyway, surveillance and repression are necessary only when panem et 
circenses doesn’t work. Anyway, there are always cases in which it doesn’t work (misfit 
individuals, criminals, pathological cases, etc.) and which thus, if not repressed or got in 
check, could constitute a serious hindrance or even a threat to the system. And there are 
sometimes emergencies or crises which imply some kind of scarcity or hardening of 
material conditions, when the propaganda, the pampering and the deceit stop working 
and people get uncontrolled and rebel. It is for all these cases that it is necessary that the 
system always has to maintain, to some extent, a ready and functional surveillance and 
repressive apparatus. But a modern technoindustrial system which over-develops the 
surveillance and repressive apparatuses beyond this necessary point to directly control 
and repress everybody every time, could be inefficiently investing its resources. To me, 
this could be an example of how these countries stubbornly and stupidly sticking to an 
obsolete political structure and ideology at all cost and against objective and material 
trends and limitations. And this always ends up being unsustainable in the long run. If 
there are enough resources, it is usually much more efficient for keeping on 
technologically and socially developing to deceit and to placate the discomfort through 
an abundant supply of material commodities and psychological palliatives than to 
control and repress. Even more when a great part of the deceit and of the abundance are 
mere by-products of the very developmental process. 


E.P.: You briefly mentioned in your book something about capitalism in relation to the 
ridiculous question LAL asked you (“If there was no multinational corporations in 
Pleistocene why mammoths went extinct? ”14) T would like to hear in a more detailed 
fashion your thoughts on the relations between capitalism and techno-industrial society. 
Let me explain briefly how I see their relationship. 


Since capitalism is anterior to industrialism, it might appear at first look that structure 
of the society (i.e., capitalism, classes in society, juridical forms of property ownership, 
etc.) determine the infra-structure (technologies of industrialism.) Harris explains the 
emergence of capitalism by the fact that, Europe’s geographical and environmental 
factors prevented the creation of despotic state structures, '> (instead of irrigation 
agriculture which requires huge central efforts in order to construct irrigation channels 
and dams, in Western Europe the practise was rainfall agriculture which didn’t require 
extensive central authorities; Western Europe’s geography has natural boundaries 
which divide the continent into distinct local units and this geography made it 
impossible for a central authority to be dominant on the whole continent.) Thus it was 
impossible in Western Europe the emergence of despotic state structures which control 
everything and don’t allow growing any authority which can be a rival to their own. 





13 I include leftism and other ways of pseudo-rebellion among such psychological substitutes 
and palliatives. They are not real rebellion, and except for some extreme and almost 
pathological cases, they are not a real hindrance for the system. Quite the opposite. So when in 
some countries the state uses surveillance and coercion to repress such pseudo-rebellion, it is 
often more a sign of technological and social underdevelopment and backwardness than a sign 
of the opposite. 

14 In reference to: “¿Por qué la extinción de especies animales, como el mamut, se debe a la 
accion de ‘grupos sociales sencillos’ y no precisamente a la acción de voraces multinacionales”” 
[“Why the extinction of some animal species, like the mammoths, was caused by the action of 
‘simple social groups’ instead of voracious multinational corporations?”] in “¿Se abre paso la 
critica antiindustrial?”, Los Amigos de Ludd, n. 8, February 2005, page 14. Also published in 
Con Amigos como éstos... page 112. Note added later for this post. 

I Following is mostly a paraphrasing of the section The Origin of Capitalism in Harris’s 
book Cannibals and Kings. 


Northern Europe remained for this reason like a frontier for organized states. The 
political structure of Northern Europe were chiefdoms. They were more state-like than 
village societies but not as despotic and centralized as oriental empires. Even under the 
Roman Empire, Northern Europe maintained this quality. After the collapse of Roman 
Empire, social organization dominant in Western Europe became feudalism, which was 
characterized by the lack of central political authority and manorial agriculture as the 
economic basis. As populations rose, density increased, efficiency and the agricultural 
profitability declined, this form of social organization reached to its carrying capacity. 

Western European societies were on the verge of their carrying capacities since the 
14" century. In the past, different traditional agricultural societies reached to the 
carrying capacities which were determined by their technological level, but they were 
unable to intensify their production levels and leap forward to a new social system. (i.e., 
from traditional farming societies to techno-industrial societies.) The only societies that 
were able to make this leap with their own internal dynamics were North-Western 
European societies. And this, I think, was partially thanks to the colonialism and 
spreading of the European societies to different continents. They were able to send their 
excess populations to new lands. And they were in a position to use the material 
resources of these newly discovered lands. This saved the Western societies from 
collapsing. Until the end of the 1 si’ century when the leap towards the techno-industrial 
societies happened, European societies were able to conserve their complexity with the 
help of the newly discovered lands. So the first response of the European societies to 
reaching carrying capacity was to send their excess populations to the exterior and 
importing raw materials from it. They responded by intensifying the production in home 
(i.e., leap forward to industrialism) only at the end of the 18" and beginning of the 
19" centuries. 


The political structure mentioned above (lack of despotic state structures and the 
ensuing ability to accumulate capital) created the possibility in Western Europe 
emergence of a capital owning class, which was constantly in search of increasing its 
capital. For capitalism to flourish, individuals’ and companies’ accumulation and 
investments should be safe. Europe’s political structure allowed this, because unlike the 
societies in China, Egypt, Middle East, where all powerful states and their 
bureaucracies have a tendency to gobble up privately owned property, in Europe, 
states’ powers were limited and allowed the accumulation of private property. The 
rivalry between those property owning individuals and companies created the necessity 
of being at least as strong as their rivals and in order to acquire more strength they 
were constantly in search of new technological innovations and they applied them 
whenever these innovations presented more effective ways of doing business. And this 
opened up the way to industrialism. This process entails a non-stop intensification- 
depletion cycle. Both in terms of commercial rivalry and environmental depletion. 
These two factors create a situation that lowers the profits and to sustain profitability 
levels, companies constantly need to cut production costs by ever new more efficient 
technologies and technical methods. This makes capitalism the best economic model for 
the advancement of technology and it is the economic model that can put into use in 
most efficient ways the technological infrastructure. This was proven with experiences 
of socialist economies during the 20" century. USSR’s and Eastern Bloc’s reversal to 
capitalist economies and China’s adoption of market economy from 1978 onward. The 


16 Other societies also switched to techno-industrial societies but it was either by force 
(colonialism, imperialism, conquest) or because they imitated the techno-industrial 
societies in order not to be absorbed by them. 


current technological infrastructure’s “natural” economic system is capitalism and the 
economic system inevitably reverts to capitalism sooner or later when someone tries to 
force it to a different mold with some ideological motivations. Most probably, techno- 
industrial society’s economic structure will continue to be capitalism in one form or 
another. It can either be a laissez-faire economy in which state’s role is minimized or it 
can be an economy in which state play a more dominant role like the welfare states of 
Europe. 


U.R.: Well, I agree with much of what you have said, but, though at first glance it could 
seem to imply that at least in this case the structure (the not too strong states and the 
consequent emergence and flourishing of “capitalism”) determines infrastructure 
(industrialization), I think that, if you analyze these historical situations and 
developments with enough detail, at the bottom the truly determinant level is always the 
infrastructure anyway. State structures and economic systems, and their functioning, are 
determined, either immediately and directly or in the last analysis, by the infrastructure, 
that is, by material factors such as ecology, climate, technology, population, etc. And by 
the interactions among these. The kind of agriculture was determinant of the kind of 
state and of government, according to Wittfogel'’, but it was determined by material 
factors in turn (climatic features like annual average rainfall or temperatures, type of 
soils, topography, the existence of rivers, the existence of domestic animals for tilling 
the land and carrying its products, the level of technological development of each 
society, the existence of territories that could be colonized, etc.). And these and other 
factors also determine other important material factors and social features, like the 
maximum human population that could live in those ecosystems (carrying capacity), the 
size and complexity of each society, the extension of its territory, the relationships with 
other societies, its capacity of expansion, etc. that usually interact in turn to determine 
social structures like the type of government or state and the type of economic system. 
To focus the analysis just in pointing out how the types of state structures and economic 
relationships influenced the expansion of European countries in other continents, 
enhancing their carrying capacity in practice and eventually allowing them to begin 
industrialization, is to stop midway. It is still a too simple, swallow and incomplete 
analysis that doesn’t account for the last causes (factors) that determined the rest of the 
process, and doesn’t provide a true general view of it. And those last causes always are 
material and objective (i.e., infrastructure). 


Regarding the word “capitalism”, it is too often another cliché, just like the term 
“democracy”. A catchword that everybody knows and many use, but hardly anybody 
really takes the trouble to explicitly and clearly define it when uses it. And when they 
try to define it, usually the result is even worse than if they didn’t. Some restrict the 
definition just to economic aspects. Others stretch its meaning to include also many 
other non-economic social aspects, supposedly heavily influenced by economy. And the 
different definitions too often aren’t even mutually compatible. 


So, what the heck is exactly “capitalism”? If we observe how the term is used normally, 
it refers to an economic system based on the private use of capital for obtaining profits, 
being capital virtually any property usable for this task. Its most mentioned and 





17 If my memory is not wrong, in this section Marvin Harris echoes Karl Wittfogel’s 
hydraulical Oriental despotism theory. I am not sure if the need for organizing great 
irrigation works was a so important factor in all cases of ancient despotic states, and 
how big its importance and its relationship with other material factors was, when it was 
(if it was at all). 


commented (and hated) defining traits are: private ownership, accumulation, trade and 
exchange, market competition, economic classes (socioeconomic inequality), and 
money.'*. And along with the derivate expressions “capitalist system” or “capitalist 
society”, it is usually used to refer to any society, and especially to a modern society, in 
which big enterprises (multinational corporations and the like) and banks supposedly 
have an enormous influence on the course of development of the entire society and 
“oppress the poor”. But most of those basic traits of “capitalism” are virtually as old as 
man. Most of them exist to some extent in any human society (including allegedly “non- 
capitalist” ones). And it has been so since prehistory (even many of those traits go back 
to the Paleolithic Era). Humans have always exchanged goods and services (1.e., work), 
and always have tried to obtain some kind of benefit or advantage when doing so (it 
would be pointless to do otherwise). Even hunter-gatherers had their trade systems of 
some materials that were valuable for them (from stone for knapping to shells for 
personal ornaments, to pigments for painting, etc.).'” Private ownership of at least some 
items of personal use or value is something universal and natural for humans.” 
Differences in wealth among people in a given social group are very, very old too.”! 
Even the use of money goes back to the prehistoric times.” And regarding enterprises 
and banks, they have existed and exerted their influence at least since the Renaissance, 
but the wealthiest segments of society (those people who have more capital or wealth 
accumulated) have being exerting more influence than the poorest ones (and over them) 
since much before. 


Moreover, many people identify “capitalism” with free market and a self-regulated 
economy, that is, with a social system in which there isn’t any economic regulation or 
restriction and the state doesn’t intervene in the economy at all. But, in fact, there is no 
example of a real big and complex society (i.e., societies with state) where this happens. 
All the so-called capitalist state societies have at least some economic regulations. In 
them, the states and governments always interfere to some extent with the markets, 
either through direct intervention in them as sellers or purchasers of commodities and 
services, or more or less indirectly through laws and economic policies, taxations, social 
(economic) welfare and security services and programs, and the like, and either 





'S By the way, I fail to see why these traits are necessarily as bad as many “critics of capitalism” 
seem to suggest. 

1 See, for example: “Prehistory of Australia”, section “culture and technology”: “The main 
items of trade were songs and dances, along with flint, precious stones, shells, seeds, spears, 
food items, etc .” (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Prehistory_of_ Australia). 

2 See, for example:: “Many material objects in the societies organized as [nomadic hunter- 
gatherer] bands are under the control (that is, they are ‘property’) of specific individuals, 
especially those items produced by the user himself. Even the members of the most egalitarian 
societies usually believe that weapons, garments, recipients, ornaments, tools and other 
‘personal effects’ shouldn’t be get or used without the consent of their ‘owner’” Marvin Harris, 
Cultural Anthropology , Harper & Row Publishers, 1983. This is a translation from the Spanish 
edition by Alianza Editorial, 1990, pages 296-297. I don’t know the pages in the English 
edition. 

*! For example: there have been found Paleolithic burials, like the one in Sungir (Russia), where 
the richness of the ornaments of some of the people buried suggests a probable inequality in the 
distribution of wealth. 

?2 For example, in the Neolithic Era or in more recent primitive agrarian or pastoral societies, 
people used shells or cattle as money. 





restricting some economic activities or favouring and subsidizing others.” And vice 
versa, as I have said, there is no society that is completely non-capitalist and has not any 
of the defining traits of capitalism at all. Even in those societies whose economies are 
most strongly regulated by the state, like the communist ones, there is always some 
degree of free exchange, private property of some things, money, economic inequality, 
black market, etc. 


So to use the term “capitalism” to refer only or mainly to the current dominant social 
system is not much clarifying in my opinion. And this is one of the reasons why usually 
I don’t speak much about capitalism. The term “capitalism” doesn’t clarify much to me. 


But there are more. 


Notwithstanding what some seem to think, when correctly used, the term “capitalism” is 
a merely economic term. It just refers to an economic system, and it refers specially to 
the structural economic level of the society (i.e., the organization of the production and 
the distribution of wealth). And thus, to affect (i.e., to change or to eliminate) capitalism 
won’t necessary imply to affect the entire social system, because what in fact 
determines the existence and character of a society is its infrastructure (i.e., technology, 
availability of matter and energy, means of production, demography, ecology, climate, 
etc.), not its structure. So, if you attack capitalism you aren’t threatening the whole 
social system and, even in the very improbable case that you succeed, you wouldn’t 
change it deeply enough. Because its material bases would remain untouched. 


More specifically, those who want to get rid of the modern technological system and of 
the technoindustrial society that it predominantly determines, shouldn’t focus their 
attention on attacking capitalism, if only because capitalism is not an important (much 
less the main) determinant factor of the existence and development of modern society. 


Very related to this, when many critics use the term “capitalism” to refer to what they 
try to criticize, they mistakenly take capitalism as the cause of the problems they are 
concerned about, when the real cause (or at least the main aggravating factor) of them is 
technological and social development which, thus, these critics usually left 
unchallenged. Or even they propose (further) technological and social development as 
the solution. 


Another reason not to use the term “capitalism” and not to focus in attacking capitalism 
is that acting so would attract those who most do it: anti-capitalists, that is, Marx’s 
heirs; the socialist, communist or collectivistic anarchist type of leftists.” If a 





*3 The degree of state intervention depends on the necessities of each country in each historical 
moment and at each stage of technological and social development. Sometimes, it is more 
convenient for these countries that the state acts more in a paternalistic and caring way. Other 
times, it is more convenient that the state lets economy act more autonomously and impose 
more intensely its own rules. 

And, it is important to understand that, to date, the dependence of the technoindustrial system 
on human labor and consume, also imposes a serious restriction to the complete autonomy of 
the technoindustrial system, making indispensable some of such state interventions in economy 
(and in many other aspects of the society), for the moment. But all this could change in the 
future. (See footnote 25). 

* Tn fact, there is a rule that almost always works: Generally those who assiduously use the term 
“capitalism” almost always are “anti-capitalists”. And the more frequently they use it, the higher 
the probability that they are. “Capitalism” is one of the most used names of the devil for many 
leftists -closely followed perhaps only by the terms “fascism” and “(hetero-)patriarchy”. They 


movement against technoindustrial system wants to keep its ranks leftist-free, it should 
be very cautious about the rhetoric and the terms it uses, not to summon such 
undesirable people (and not to repel good potential recruitments). 


On another front, probably it is true that to-some-degree regulated capitalism is the 
economic system that better fits modern technological development. At least as far as 
we know. Maybe there are better possible alternative economic systems, but no one 
knows about them to date.” Socialism seems to be able to work as the economic 
structure of an industrial society to some degree, as many socialist countries seem to 
have shown over great part of the twentieth century, but, even if we accept for the sake 
of the argument that socialism was actually a really non-capitalist alternative (an 
economic system completely without capitalist traits and completely regulated), which 
wasn’t, history seems to show that capitalism is much more efficient in the long run. 
Socialist countries tend to somehow embrace some kind of capitalism again after some 
decades of trying to impose socialism, in order to be up to date and to compete 
regarding global technological and social development. The main reason for this is that 
any modern technologically developed country needs to obtain materials and products 
from other countries in order to keep on functioning and developing itself. Thus, given 
that communist regimes almost always want to develop their industry and society, they 
at least need to participate in the global trade economic network, which is not precisely 
socialist, so they need to submit to its economic requirements and conditions. So, the 
result in the long run is obvious: they end up giving up socialism and embracing some 
kind of capitalism. And those who reject doing so, like North Korea, get excluded from 
the global market and fall behind, remaining underdeveloped. 





use it to call everything they don’t like, be it something directly related with the economy or 
not. 

35 Tt is possible that in the future, if real humans end up being completely unnecessary for the 
maintenance and development of the technoindustrial system, the economic subsystem of the 
technoindustrial system will be something very different from any of the historical economic 
regimes known to date (if by then an economic subsystem even exists at all). But, by then, this 
issue would be unimportant for us, because we wouldn’t exist as real human beings anymore. 


